











































































































































































第 5 代目の肖古王と区別した第 13 代近肖古王の表記はまだなされていない。「百済記」を参照して
いない『古事記』応神段にも「百済国主照古王」の記載がなされていることを重視するならば，第





























































































その結論によれば，百済三書にみえる単音の字音仮名は合計 58 字に及ぶが，そのうち 27 字は『日
本書紀』本文には用いられていない独特の用例であり，そのうち 7 字は推古遺文との間に密接な関
連を有するとされた。この三書の撰述は「推古遺文」を残した人達と同じ流れの中にあった文化荷


















































































































































































































































































































































二十五年条の甲寅年（294 →修正 414）から 07 雄略紀二十年条の乙卯年（475）まで，60 年の空白
の年代が生じることとなる（雄略 5 年の記事は雄略 2 年の記事と連動し「百済新撰」により補われ
たものと推測され，少なくとも「百済記」ではない
（41）
）。その時期の百済王は， 有王（422 ～ 455）
であるが，『日本書紀』にはこの王についての記載がまったくないことも問題となる。05 の雄略 2
























































































































　『日本書紀』本文 池津媛 ／加須利君 ／軍君 ／嶋君












































































































































。なお，『三国史記』百済本紀においては， 有王 2（428）年以降，7 世紀の義慈王 13（653）












































































































































































































































田左右吉全集』2，岩波書店，1963 年，初出 1924 年）。
（ 4 ）　　百済系史料から出た「旱岐」と，日本側の表記
「干岐」の違いにも注目する。
（ 5 ）　　津田左右吉註（3）前掲書，214 頁。
（ 6 ）　　同前，225 頁。
（ 7 ）　　今西竜「百済史講話」（『百済史研究』国書刊行
会，1970 年，初出 1930 年），79～80 頁。　
（ 8 ）　　三品彰英「百済王の系図」（註（1）前掲書），
103～109 頁。すでに，池内宏『日本上代史の一研究』（中


































































































































































































































代王権と律令国家』校倉書房，2002 年，初出 1989 年）。
（64）　　拙稿前掲註（2）論文。
（国立歴史民俗博物館研究部）
（2014 年 1 月 7 日受付，2014 年 5 月 26 日審査終了）
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Baekje Three Manuals as “Chronicles of Japan” Compilation Historical 
Materials
NITO Atsushi
This article reviews and briefly examines the history of research on the three books of Baekje: 
Kudara Honki （Original Records of Baekje）, Kudara Ki （Records of Baekje）, and Kudara Shinsen （the 
New Selection of Baekje） . Taking various arguments into consideration, this article indicates that 
the three books consisted of old and new elements because they were born out of a dilemma; they 
were based on the original books written from the self-centered viewpoint of Baekje but edited by 
Baekje exiles as historical materials for the compilation of Nihon Shoki （the Chronicles of Japan） in a 
favorable manner for Japan in the beginning of the eighth century. The editors of Nihon Shoki altered 
the times of events by modifying the Chinese zodiac calendar when using Kudara Ki to write a legend 
of the origin of Japan; however, as typically represented by inconsistency of the name of Japan, such 
as called “Kikoku” in Kudara Ki, “（Oh-）yamato” in Kudara Shinsen, and “Nihon” in Kudara Honki, it 
is considered that in principle, the quotations in the notes of Nihon Shoki from the three books were 
hardly embellished. All of the three books were history books dated with imperial era names and 
the Chinese zodiac calendar system and were aimed to delineate the background of the family and 
profession of each Baekje clan surviving after the fall of their dynasty. In Kudara Ki, the ideal of King 
Song Myong period, in the sixth century, described by Kudara Honki was mirrored in the King Chogo 
period, and historical legitimacy was explained to Japan from the viewpoint of Baekje with an eye 
on its northern enemy, Goguryeo. At first, Kudara Honki was written to describe the history of the 
dynastic ancestors of the Kudara-no-Konikishi clan exiled from Baekje. Then, Kudara Ki was created 
for the purpose of providing historical legitimacy to the domination of Mimana, as well as depicting 
exchanges between Baekje and Wakoku （Japan）. Last, Kudara Shinsen was compiled to summarize 
the common perspective of numerous Baekje clans who claimed the collateral descent of the Baekje 
Dynasty by detailing the eras from ⑦ King Biyu to ⑪ King Muryeong, whose lineage had not been 
clear. Though the three books were edited one by one, they were systematically compiled for the same 
purpose. Inconsistencies in expression among the three books were corrected from the viewpoint of 
compatibility with Nihon Shoki by using terms to describe the diplomatic relationships at the times of 
events more clearly. In particular, the word “Kikoku” was used to describe the relationship between 
Baekje and Wakoku not as a tributary or completely equal relationship but as the “third slanted 
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relationship.”
Our former article indicated that a variety of groups fighting against Baekje were collectively called 
as the “Japanese Mimana Government” and argued that Nihon Shoki had incorporated the perspective 
of Baekje that was inconsistent with that of the editors of the chronicle. This is considered because 
the perspective regarding the Japanese Mimana Government was affected by the insistence derived 
from the original materials of Kudara Honki, which was compiled from the self-centered viewpoint of 
Baekje.
Key words: Nihon Shoki （the Chronicles of Japan）, Three books of Baekje, Kikoku, Nihon, Slanted 
relationships
